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DIALOGUE 
BETWEEN 


Doctor CUNNING HAM 
6 1 . : 
A ND 


Sir CHARLES FREEMAN, Bart. 


(To Sir Charles, /ftting in his ſtudy, enters 
a Footman) 


Ootman. Dr. Cunningham, Sir. 
Sir Ch. Set a chair, and ſhew the 
the Doctor in (Sir Charles rifing and 
coming forward) Dr. Cunningham, your 
moſt obedient. 
Dr. Cun. Sir Charles, yours. I am glad 
to find you in this place. 
Sir Ch. I ſuppoſe, Doctor, becauſe you 
think it is a place I do not much frequent. 
Dr. Cun. Pardon me, Sir Charles, not ſo; 
but becauſe it is 4 propos to the buſineſs I 
come about, which is to deſire your ſub- 
enen to Mr, Kennicot Here is the liſt. 
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—The Univerſity of Oxford 401. per ann. 


for three years—The Univerſity of Cam- 
bridge 201. The Archbiſhop of Canterbury 


20 J. The Chancellor of the Univerſity of 


Cambridge 201, The right reverend the 
Biſhops 10 J. and 5 J. each per ann. for the 
ſame term. Be pleaſed to look at it. 

Sir Ch. (taking and looking at the ift) 
A liſt of very reſpectable names, Doctor. I 
am glad to find the right reverend bench 
are taking ſuch a liking to Hebrew roots; 


it will, I am in hopes, reverſe the proverb, 


that they flouriſh moſt in barren ground: 
and ſuch regard, as they are now paying 
to the original, will convince the cenſo- 
rious world that they haye not their eyes 


always bent upon tranſlations, 


Dr. Cun. It is in order for a new tranſ- 


lation, Sir Charles. 


Sir Ch. Is it ſo, Doctor? But is this Mr. 
Kennicot the gentleman who did us ſo much 
ſervice in the laſt election for Oxfordſhire, 


in quieting the conſciences of our ſcrupu- 


lous voters? 
Dr. Cun. The ſame. 
Sir Ch. A clever tellow, and deſerves 


proper encouragement, 


Dr. Cun. 1 am glad to hear you ſay fo, 
and hope he will meet with it from you. 
8 | Sir 
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(3) 
Sir Ch. A perſon ſo highly favoured by 
my lords the Biſhops, muſt have every. qua- 
lification requiſite for the taſk he under- 


| takes—It would be a piece of preſumption 


to queſtion it And yet, Doctor, I have 
ſome ſcruples which Mr. Kennicot has not 
been ſo effective in quieting; nay indeed, 
which his laſt book, that lies here upon 
the table, has rather increaſed than filenced. 
And ſince we are in a proper place for 
ſuch affairs, as you at your firſt coming in 
obſerved, I will venture to lay them before 
you; and hope, that in ſo doing, I ſhall 
give no juſt cauſe of offence, either to you 


or their Lordſhips. In the firſt place then, 


Mr. Kennicot ſeems too fond of uſing the 
inciſion knife, and often cuts away ſound 
fleſh, for no other reaſon, as far as I can 
ſee, but to ſhew his {kill in ſurgery. Then 
he takes it for granted, that the LXX and 
the other tranſlations are juſt and true, in 
order to bring them as proofs of the printed 
Hebrew text being corrupted : whereas it 
might be a method as worthy of a critic, to 
ſuppoſe the Hebrew true; and try if, by a 
fair and regular conſtruction, it may not be 
rendered in ſuch a manner as to avoid the 
faults laid to the charge of the original 

B 2 where 
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verſions. He ſeems to make corruptions 
his game, and hunts for them with the 


eagerneſs of a poacher rather than a fair 


ſportſman, and makes errors in the text 
where there are none, when the Hebrew 
is fairly conſtrued—A record is not to be 
altered upon every ſlight ſurmiſe and my 
ſuſpicion. 

Dr. Cun. 1 fanſy, Sir Charles, you are 
led away by the common cry of the inte- 
grity of the preſent Hebrew bible, as if the 
printed Hebrew copies perfectly repreſent 
the original writings of Moſes and the pro- 
phets. Mr. Kennicot allows the integrity 
of the ſcriptures, and does not preſume to 
alter or correct what Moſes and the pro- 
phets wrote, but what the Scribes and Co- 
pyiſts have depraved and corrupted. 

Sir Ch. But then, Doctor, when he al- 


ters and corrects out of his own head, he 


peremptorily preſumes to give us what 
Moſes and the prophets wrote, and takes 
upon him to ſay they wrote ſo and ſo, and 
no otherwiſe ; which is to appoint what is 
ſcripture, and what is not. Collating. of 
MSS. and collecting various readings is one. 


Wee altering the text is another; eſpe- 
clally 


where it differs from the LXX and other 
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(5) 
cially when Self is the ſole judge— The 
conjecturer may err, as well as the ſcribe ; 
and the former may be as averſe to correc- 
tion as the latter, and as afraid to ſpoil his 
critical acumen by a retractation, as the 
ſcribe his copy by a raſure. | 


Dr. Cun. But why will you deny to one 


half of the ſacred volume the privilege 


which is granted to the other half? The 
New Teſtament, by collating and publiſh- 
ing the various readings of the Greek M88. 
is arrived to its preſent perfection; and the 
ſame uſeful work Mr. Kennicot is attempt- 
ing with regard to the Old. 
Sir Ch. But I apprehend that the New 
Teſtament has not been ſo freely dealt 


with, as this gentleman ſhews us he de- 


figns to deal with the Old, There are no 
ſuch conjectural emendations, I preſume, 
in Dr. Mill's edition of the New Teſta- 
ment, as we find in Mr. Kenmcot's diſſer- 
tation. The late Dr. Bentley, a pretty bold 
critic for the time he lived in, was not 
permitted to take half the liberties with 
the New Teſtament Mr. Kennicot does 
with the Old. And the Univerſities and 
Biſhops rejected, with one conſent, pro- 


poſals of a leſs dangerous tendency than 
thoſe 


51 
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thoſe they are now unanimouſly encoura- 


ging. However, Doctor, I think the Biſhops 
ſhould iſſue out their circular letters to the 


clergy of their reſpective dioceſes, admo- 
niſhing them not to take their texts from 
the Old Teſtament, until the ſentences, 
words, and letters now taken from the ſa- 
cred Hebrew volume ſhall be reſtored ; thoſe 
now tranſpoſed or altered ſhall be corrected; 
thoſe now grown obſcure ſhall be made clear, 
and the whole again appear perfectly worthy 


F its DIVINE ORIGIN ; and à new Engliſh 


verſion ( ſo greatly and ſo juſtly defired) be 
made; leſt, by unluckily pitching upon 
ſome corrupted paſſage for their text, bey 
build up error upon error; and thus inju- 
dictoufly contribute to the diſeſteem of that 
very book, whoſe credit and eſteem they are 


labouring to eftabliſh. 


Dr. Cun. You ſeem diſpoſed to jeſt, Sir 
Charles. 

Sir Ch. Not I, indeed, Doctor; ludere 
cum ſacris is a levity was never laid to my 
charge, whatever other I may be guilty of. 
I am perhaps thought as much roo ſcru- 
pulous, as I think Mr. Kennicot is too for- 
ward and haſty, 


Dr. 


(7) 

Dr. Cun. But let us not, out of too much 
ſerupuloſity, join with Collins and Aben Am- 
ram to weaken the authority of the writers 
of the New Teſtament, by maintaining the 
infallibility of the tranſcribers of the Old. 
Sir Ch. But why muſt the authority of 
the New be eſtabliſhed upon the corruption 
of the Old? May not the enemies of reve- 
lation fay, that we altered the text of the 
Old, to make it agree with the text of the 
New? For this is the chief pretence, the 
chief authority for correcting the printed 
Hebrew in the paſſages cited from it by the 
writers. of the New ; and it is ſhewn in a 
book lately publiſhed *, that we may allow 
theſe paſſages to be right in the Old Tefta- 
ment, without any danger to the authority 
of the writers of the New. But if we are 
to alter the printed Hebrew text, ſo as to 
make it conform to the quotations, how 
are we to proceed? The book above, men- 
tioned has ſhewn, that St. John cites Zech. 
ix. 9. differently from St. Matthew ; and 
Iſa. xl. 3. differently from St. Matthew, 
Mark, and Luke. What is to be done 
here? For the authority of the writers of 
the New Teſtament is equal, yet they cite 
the 


Letters to a friend concerning the LXX tranſlation, &c. 
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the ſame text in very different words: and 
the Hebrew cannot be made to conform in 
words and expreſſion to each of them. Ja. 
vi. 10. is alſo differently cited by the four 
Evangeliſts and St. Paul. St. Luke in his 
goſpel differs from himſelf in the Adds of the 
Apoſtles; and St. John, St. Mark, and St. 
Paul differ from the Hebrew and LXX, 
and from each other. St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, in the As, uſe the words of the 
LXX ; the others, as far as can be judged, - 
tranſlate for themſelves. How ſhall we re- 
concile theſe writers to themſelves ? If the 
diſagreement of the quotations with the 
Hebrew be a proof of the printed text be- 
ing corrupted, the difference between the 
writers of the New Teſtament in citing 
the ſame texts will, by the ſame rule, prove 
that there is a corruption in one or other 
of their writings. But it appears from a 
collation of the Greek MSS of the New 
Teſtament, that the words of the quota- 
tions are not corrupted in the Greek text; 
therefore the difference of theſe writers be- 
tween themſelves is no proof of the Greek 
text being corrupted : and if this difference 
be no proof of a corruption in the Greek 
text, why muſt the difference of the quota- 
tions 


6 | 
tions from the printed Hebrew be made 
a proof of a corruption in the Hebrew - 
text®? We ſeem here to want a ſolution, 
which fhall recommend itſelf to the * 
tion of all cbriſtians. 

Dr. Cun, But Mr, Kennicot has given 
one very Ggnal proof—in one Word, which 
is printed in the Hebrew, not only i in a 
ſenſe different from that given of it by two 
apoſtles, but alſo in a ſenſe ſubverſive of 


very difference. St. Peter and St. Pam 
appeal to the Jews concerning the reſur- 
rection of Chriſt that David propheſied 
of the reſurrection of ſome one holy perſon, 
who was to die, yet not to ſee corruption. 
This, ſay they, we declare to be fulfilled in 
Jeſus Chriſt. But if we refer now to the 
text of the xvith Pſaln, we ſhall find the 
word to be there (and authorized by the 
Maſora) what will totally invalidate the 
argument of theſe Apoſtles, It is there 
printed PPDN ; ; which word, in every 


plurally thy ſaints. And yet, if the word 


pry” of a particular reſurreQion would 
C then 
2 See Letters concerning the LXX tranſlation, &e. 


the argument which they build upon that 


other place, is naturally and juſtly rendered 


here ſignified originally thy ſaints, the pro- 


* 


(10) 

then vaniſh—the plural "affirmation would 
be untrue—and both Peter and Paul would 
be found falſe witneſſes in the cauſe of God, 
But ſurely theſe Apoſtles have not, can» 
not have impoſed upon the world, either 
wilfully or ignorantly. If the former; 
where is their honeſty? If the latter; 
where is their 1nfpiration ? 

Sir Ch. This tragical exclamation was 
begun in his firſt Diſſertation, p. 499—8. 
is repeated herez and to make the moſt of 
this inſtance, it is three or four times ſerved 
up and new garniſhed, without taking the 


leaſt notice of the anſwer returned to it; 


an anſwer as fair and ſatisfactory, as his 
concealment of it is foul and ſuſpicious, 
and muſt appear ſo to every candid perſon. 
If this inſtance be (as Mr. Kennicot ſays it 
is) of no ſmall moment. — 4 very fignal proof, 
why not lay the anſwer made to it before 
the reader, and leave him to judge of its 
validity? If the anſwer were weak, what 
harm in expoſing it? If ſtrong and ſuffi- 
cient, where is the honeſty in concealing 
it? But I am now able to ſay ſomething 
farther to this inſtance. St. Peter (Ads i. 


20.) cites P/alm Ixix. 25. as predictive of 


Sc 


the fate of Cars g * * bis habitation be 
| __ * deſolate, 
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(1) 
e deſolate, and let no man dwell therein.“ 
But if we refer to the Hebrew text, we 
ſhall find the leading words univerſally 
plural: Let their habitation be deſolate, 
« and let none dwell in their tents,” Vet 
St. Peter applies the plural affirmation to 
one particular perſon, viz. Judas. And 
St. Paul quotes the 22d verſe of the ſame 
Pſalm plural (Rom. xi. g.) © Let their ta- 
te ble be made a ſnare, and a trap, and a 
e ſtumbling-block, and a recompence un- 
© to them.” Theſe two verſes are evi- 


dently ſpoken of the ſame perſons. If the 


Hebrew of the 25th verſe is to be ſuppoſed 


corrupted from ſingular to plural, in com- 
plaiſance to St. Peter, we leave St. Paul in 
the lurch; for then the 22d verſe muſt be 
read in the ſingular number: and the con- 
text will not ſuffer us to make the 25th 
verſe ſingular, and let the other remain 
plural.. St. Paul. too (Rom. x. 15.) quotes 
J. Iii. 7. in the plural, where the Hebrew 
text — LXX read it ſingular. How 
* beautiful upon the mountains are the 
te feet of him that bringeth good tidings 


„ (Heb. aD Gr. wayyeaugouaos) that 


e publiſbeth ( Heb. w'2w2) peace, that 
7 * bringeth good tidings ( Heb. WIN of 
; C-a « good.“ 


(2) 

good.“ The parallel place in Nabum 
il. 1. is alſo ſingular in the Hebrew and 
LXX. But the Apoſtle gives it thus: 
% How beautiful are the feet of them that 
ec preach the goſpel of peace, of them that 
te preach the goſpel of good things, (Gr. 
© ewayyercoperuy”). From theſe inſtances it 
plainly appears that Mr. Kennicot has laid 
a ſtreſs upon his //gnal proof greater than 
it will bear; becauſe, as St. Peter applies a 
plural affirmation to a fingular caſe, and St, 
Paul a ſingular affirmation to a plural one, 
by changing the words in the original from 
plural to ſingular, and from ſingular to 
plural, in the inſtances above, to accom- 
modate them to their purpoſe, even where 
the LXX was againſt them; St. Peter might 
do the ſame in Pſalm xvi. when the LXX, 
an approved verſion, had made the change | 
to his hands. 

Dr. Cun. But it may be, the printed 
Hebrew. text is corrupted in the n 
you have produced. 

Sir Ch. Mr. Kennicot indeed is k 
ably happy in ſo conſtantly finding his con- 
jectural emendations countenanced by MSS, 
Bot till theſe inſtances are proved corrup- 
e, they muſt be allowed their proper 
| weight. 


weight. And this gentleman ſhould not | 1 
be ſo very ready, as he is, to call it pefu-- | | | 
lance and rage of abuſe in every one who | 
happens to differ in opinion from him, 2 
ſince his opponents may have ruth and 
the glory of God as ſincerely at heart as 
himſelf, though they ſhew it in a different 
way. The foundation upon which Mr. 
Kennicot builds is the corrupted flate of the 
printed Hebrew text. In proof of the cor- 
ruption of the printed text, h bas produ- 
ced ſeveral texts of ſcripture. The firſt then | 
may be called his plea ; the ſecond his evi- 
dence for his plea. If his evidence be not 
- ſufficient to ſupport his plea, his plea drops: ng 
| 
| 
| 


—_ — — — — — — — 


of courſe. Two gentlemen have underta- 
ken to croſs- examine his evidence (a prac- 
tice, as you know, allowed in all courts of 
juſtice) and in my poor opinion, they have 
done it ſo effectually, that his plea ſtands 
in need of freſh evidence 

Dr. Cun. Comings and Bate you mean 
a couple of madmen, enthufiaſts, followers of 
Hutchinſon, who, poſſeſſed with the low dull 
method of picking myſteries out of letters; 
have been only able to extract the crude non- 
ſenſe of the Cabbala to I can't tell what Rind 
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(14) 
War —— Biſhop of | Gloceſter 5 I mean, has 


finely ſaid. 


Sir Cb. Calling names is like bone 
wagers for argument. But what kind of 
evidence 1s this in anſwer to what theſe 


gentlemen have wrote? They may be fol- 


lowers of Hutchinſon for ought I know: 
and why not a follower of Hutchinſon as 
good as a follower of Kennicot ; unleſs we 


are not to examine what is ſaid, but only 


whom it is ſaid ?—But to return to the. 
point: this Comings and Bate, as you call 
them, have conſidered every text Mr. Ken 
nicot has brought as evidence for the cor- 
rupted ſtate of the printed Hebrew text, 
and, as I think,. have to ſatisfaction ſhewn, 
by a fair conſtruction of each text accord- 
ing to the printed Hebrew, that theſe paſ- 
ſages of ſcripture, ſuppoſed to be corrupt 
ed, have no occaſion for any of Mr. Ken- 
nicots emendations, either of thoſe ex ſud 
conjecturd, or thoſe ex ſuis manuſcriptis. 
What now was incumbent upon Mr, Ken- 
nicot to have done, but to have diſproved 
their objections, laid open their miſcon- 
ſtructions and falſe reaſoning, and evinced 
that the text would not admit of the con- 


cons and r eaſoning which they P ut 


upon 


(15) 

upon them; and therefore that his ges of 
the corrupted ftate. of the printed Hebrew 
remained in full force? Juſtice, candor, mo- 
ral honeſty, truth and ſoberneſs, in regard 
to himſelf as well as his readers and op- 
ponents, demanded ſuch a behaviour: be- 
cauſe if what his opponents have alledged 
in ſupport of the printed Hebrew, be valid, 
his plea is overthrown, and his attempt is 
an impoſition upon the publick. Inſtead 
of this, here it is, Introduct. p. 10, & ſeg. he 
calls them (in courtly round- about language 
indeed) poor, filly, vain, inſigniſicant fel- 
lows, too how to be affronted, twits them 
with being followers of Mr. Hutchinſon ; 
but ſtiles them the reverend Mr. Fowler 
Comings, and the reverend Mr. Julius Bate 
at full length, to let you ſee he writes with 
great temper. In one place, ſays he may 
perhaps beſtow a word or two upon them, 
then relents, and thinks he will not. Doth 
not this look as if he had met with a nut 
too hard for his teeth, which, though he 
cannot crack, he will {ill keep mumbling 
in his mouth ? 

Dr. Cun. But you overlook what he ſays 
here—** 'Tis poſſible writers may not be ca- 
— of being We becauſe unintelli- 

gible- 


(446) 

vile: *tis poſſible, if underſtood, they 2 
not be worth anſwering : and tis very 
be they may fully anſwer themſelves : the 
weakneſs of their own arguments being 4 
- clear confutation of what wy meant Fo ela- 
Bliſb and confirm. 

Sir Ch. Here is a curious ſtring of poſſe 
bles, not to be paralleled except by a ſtrap 
of probables in p. 575, where we have an 
highly probable and two other probables in 
order to prove a very probable. But tis a 
pity Mr. Kennicot did not inform us which 
of the three poſſibles is applicable to his two 
opponents. If Mr. Comings and' Mr, Bate 
be unintelligible, why does he attempt to 
make an apology for what no one would 
require at his hand? If they may be un- 
derſtood, why did he not ſo far take no- 
tice of what they have ſaid, and expoſe 
the weakneſs of their arguments in ſuch a 
manner, as to make his readers judges in 
the caſe; and not be himſelf both judge 
and jury? eſpecially in a caſe that concerns 
us ſo nearly as our Bible; in which as 
every one has an intereſt, every one is at 
liberty to make his objections to any inno- 
vations attempted to be made in it; and 


* — certainly deſerve a candid 
anſwer: 


* 


(27) 

anſwer: if not for the ſake of the objector, 
yet for the dignity of the ſubject. And 
had Mr. Kennicot followed the advice of 
his ew reading of Prov. xxvi. 5. Anſwer 
a fool. according to thine own , wiſdom, leſt 
ee he be wiſe, in his own conceit:“ he 
might have filenced the magnificent boaſt- 
ings of the friends of his antagoniſts, as if 
they were poſſeſſed of conqueſt, merely from 
being permitted lo paſs without animadyer- 
on. Belide, this pretence of writings 
being unintelligible, and ſuch like,” is a very 
ſtale artifice,' It was practiſed for a long 
time in the caſe of Mr. Hutchinſon,, When 
any of you Doctors were aſked, why you 
did not write againſt. what was advanced 
by that author: the anſwer was — he is 
unintelligible, At the laſt, when. it was 
perceived he was not only intelligible, but 
actually underſtood, by ſo many, that his 
works were reprinting, maugre all the un- 
derhand oppoſition made againſt it, then 
a very worthy and learned D. P. Was, ſet 
to work, much againſt | his will, .as, I have 
reaſon to believe, to controvert in print 
the conſtruction of ſome leading words, as 
they were called, to try if that would 
put a ſtop to the pteſs Sit mibi fas au- 
Alita 
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Ata loqui. Then Mr. 'Bate could write 
to be underſtood, and was thought worthy 
of an anſwer, and reply, by a perſon, in 
every reſpe& equal, if not ſuperior to Mr. 
Kennicot—The event of that controverſy is 


too well known, for me to add any thing | 


more, 

Dr. Cun. That great man was gfolly 
zbuſed— 

Sir Ch. 1 agree with you, Doctor, tho” 
we may differ by whom. 

Dr. Cun. But, Sir Charles! can it be ſup- 
poſed that the whole bench of Biſhops 


would concur ſo unanimouſly to encourage 


Mr. Kennicot's undertaking, if they'thought 
the objections made to it were of any 
weight -a bench filled with perſons ſo emi- 
| nently diſtinguiſhed * for their rs. their 
piety, their— 
Sir Ch. Truce a title wich your de- 
mentum epiſcopale, it is of the Baculinum 
kind; the Biſhops are Lords of parliament, 
you know, Doctor. And tho” to ſay our 
prelates. are not {killed in Hebrew, is, 1 
hope, no ſcandalum magnatum, the know- 
ledge of that language, as I am infornied, 
not being required in candidates for holy 
orders; yet be ned, Doctor, to take no- 
tice, 


* 
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do. not ſay ſa: they may each of | 

- ; as hebraically qualified, as a cer- 

tain D. D. in a note to a certain ſermon ac- 

quaints us the perſon is, who fils the ſta- 

tion to which the reviſal of our vulgar 
tranſlation properly belongs All I fay is, 

that perhaps they may not have read Mr. . 

Comings and Mr. Bate, and therefore may 

not be appriſed that any thing ſo material, 


9 — they have urged, is alledged againſt | 


Mr. Kennicot's ſcheme, 
Dr. Cun. They read Comi ngs and Bate A 
Sir Cb. 
Scilicet is Supxxis labor gt, ea cura cores 
. Sollicitat ! 
Dr. Cun. But Mr. Kennicot has promiſed 


to anſwer the objections of his opponents, 


only poſtpones the out en of them 


at preſent. 


Sir Ch, This is . their writings 
to be intelligible, to be worth anſwering, 
and not to confute themſelves; which 


breaks his threefold cord of bes he 


had ſo nicely twiſted together. OE it is 
but half a promiſe I think neither. But 
then, Doctor, he ſhould not have brought 


thoſe texts again upon the carpet as ma- 
terial proofs of the corruption of the 


| printed Hebrew text, when his two op- 


D 2 ponents 
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ponents had offered arguments to invali- 
date the charge of corruption in general, 
and to maintain the integrity of theſe texts 
in particular. He owns the demolition of 
the notion of the integrity of the printed 
Hebrew text muſt be the foundation of all 
the parts cular correctious propoſed : That 
this notion, tho' it Should be in fact utterly 
mndefenſible, may require ſome confiderable 


attention, becauſe it is grown venerable by 


age, and bas been long maintained with the 


warmeſt * of miſtaken zeal.” 
Ampbora cepit 
Inſtitui: currente rotd cur urceus exit? 
This is candid and fair ; why does he then 
cancel all this, in a ſubſequent page or two, 
by fayin g, he doth not mean to inſult the 


patience of the reader with every remark 


that bas been made, with things of little or 
no conſequence to his mnfiruct on or enter- 
tainment—that it is paying an ungracious 
compliment to his own time, as well as to 


that of the public, could he think himfelf 


juſtified in writing anſwers To ALL THOSE 
who may chance to think themſelves confidera- 
ble enough to be affronted, and capable of com- 
| pofing a pamphlet of remarks ?: Mr. Com- 
ings and Mr. Bate are all thoſe, that I know 
of, ho 15 conſidered and controverted 


wy, . * the 
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the ſubject in print; and every remark 
and objection, which they have made, 
tend to the maintenance of the integrity 
of, and to the ſetting aſide his pretended 
proofs of imaginary corruptions in the 
printed Hebrew text; and therefore are of 
conſequence to the inſtructzon of the rea- 
der. And yet, tho' he allows he notion of 
the integrity of the printed Hebrew text may 
require ſome confiderable attention; he pays 
no manner of attention to what they have 
faid in defence of it, but produces again 
the ſame proofs they have objected to as in- 
ſufficient, and treats them and their: ob- 
jections with an air of haughtineſs and con- 
tempt, as is the way, when men find them- 
ſelves incapable of anſwering to the purpoſe. 
Is not this inſulting the patience of his rea- 
der; and paying a very ungracious compli- 
ment to his time? Had it not been more 
ſatisfactory to the reader to have ſhewn 
himſelf capable of anſwering the #200 large 
pamphlets he To grievouſly complains of, 
than to have troubled him with ſuch vain 
babling? He acknowledges, that the en- 
quiry aul be, whether any arguments have 
been offered SUFFICIENT to invalidate” the 
charge of corruptions, and firmly to main- 
„ SS ah 1 tain 
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tin the notion of: the integrity of the printed 
Hebrew text — and yet refuſes to anſwer 
the arguments which have been offered for 
that purpoſe, and. deſires. the reader will 
be ſo courteous as to take his word, that 
they. are. not ſufficient. And after all his 
profeſſions of what he will, or may do 
hereafter, he puts him off, near the con- 
clufion of his book, with the forlorn hope, 
of, 1f I ſhould ever find leiſure and inclina- 
tion to. take notice of all the objections of my 
antagoniſts, And yet when I conſider he 
is poſſeſſed of a weapon that will cut any 
knot, I wonder to find him ſo ſhy. about 
the matter. Should his opponents offer a 
word in every reſpe& ſimilar to one ob- 
jected to by him—he will anſwer, this is 
defending one blunder by another. Should 
they appeal to the rules of grammar and 
the language, in vindication of a word or 
ſentence. thruſt forcibly out of the printed 
text then his plea is, that, ill the Hebrew 
MSS are examined we cannot be ſure of all 
the principles of the language. The very 
grammar is not yet compleatly ſettled, be- 
cauſe what is as yet done has been planned 
upon the printed copies : and we muſt great- 


ly err, if we form pronouns, fix the anoma: 
i | lies 
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lies of verbs, and ſettle the boants of vinght 
and wrong in grammar, without a previvits 
examination , Hebrew MSS, becauſe 10. 
thing but MS8 can" aſcertain the genuine 
idioms of an "ancient deud language: und 
yet this candid gentleman, tho' he would 
preclude his opponents from defendirig, 
thinks himfelf at liberty to raiſe objections 
againſt the printed Hebrew text, from rules 
of grammar built upon the printed coplæs. 
The leaſt appearance of prejudice and parti- 
ality, you will allow, Doctor, ought eareful - 
ly to be avoided in ſuch an undertaking as 
this: and yet what can ſavour more ran er 
both, than his' making the MSS that fa- 
vour the printed Hebrew the late and tlie 
worſt; and thoſe that countenance his con- 
jectural emendations, the o/deft and the 
beſt : tho" the fixing the age of MSS is a 
very uncertain affair, and liable to much 
miſtake ? How Prejudicate is the aſſertion 
that where the Chuldee paruphraſe «differs 
from the preſent Hebrew text, there it may 
fill preſerve the dignity an ancient part- 
Phraſe ; but Where it is found to {agree with 
the preſent Hebrew text, there we may 
fairly preſume thut this agreement bas been 


2 by wvilful alterations of tte pu- 
rapbraſe 
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raphraſe in conformity to the text? So that 
the value of the tranſlations and MSS are 
to be aſcertained by their diſagreement with 
the preſent Hebrew text, which is ſurely 
carrying the notion of the corruption of the 
text to as great a length, as the fautors of 


its integrity can carry the contrary opinion. 


And a partiality ſo glaring is no very pro- 
miſing qualification in a perſon from whom 
we are to expect a new edition of the He- 
brew Bible. For if the falſe notion of the 
integrity of the Hebrew text has thus miſ- 
led the tranſcribers and correctors of the 
Chaldee paraphraſe, the falſe notion of the 
corruption of the Hebrew text may be at- 
tended with as bad conſequences ; as hu- 
man nature is obſerved to be the ſame in 
all ages. And, what Mr. Kennicot ſuppoſes 
to have biaſſed former editors, may with- 
out offence be ſuppoſed to have the ſame 


effect upon others. Eſpecially as he has 


ſhewn, in his laſt book, in the caſe, of 
Walton, &c. how much ſomething (to which 
every one may give what name he chuſes) 
will warp the judgment, and like a gift 
blind the eyes of tbe wiſe, and pervert the 
words of the righteous. Who, that was not 


eaten.up with the zeal of correcting, would 
lay 
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lay ſo much ſtreſs upon, or even produte 
as evidence of corruptions, the M margi- 
nal annotations of an anonymous wtiter in 
Athias's: Hebrew bible; or aſſert that the 
Engliſh verſion allows the corruption of the 
preſent Hebrew copies, becauls it ſometimes 
inſerts words not in the Hebrew; and notes 
them with a different character; not ( as 
he inſinuates) as if they were deficient in 
the Hebrew, but becauſe they make the 
meaning of the paſſages more obvious to an 
ordinary , reader, and ſhew him that they 
are added for that purpoſe z when he muſt 
know that the Engliſh verſion takes the 
ſame liberty as frequently of inſerting 
words not in the Greek, and notes them 
with a different character, not I prefume as 
deficient in the preſent Greek, but for ſome 
ſuch reaſon as that above ? Who would 
have patronized the remark (tho it was 
the late Dr. Sykes's) that tbe cixth pſalm 
clearly contains the curſes of David's ene- 
mies upon David : without previouſly exa- 
mining whether it did not fly in the face of 
ſcripture ? St. Peter [Ads i. 1623.) tells 
the diſciples that what had happened to 
Judas was not the effect of chance, but of 
the 0 of God, who ſpake be- 
E fore 
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Dre concerning him by the mouth of De: 
vid: For it is written in the hook of 
% Pſalms, Let his habitation be deſoläte, 
% and let no man dwell therein: and his 
4% bi/hoprick let another tabe: and from 
theſe latter words he argues that One muſt 
be ordained (in his place) to be a witneſs 
with them of Chriſt's reſurrection. But if 
theſe latter words be the imprecations of 
David's enemies upon David, then will they 
make a Judas of David, and propbets of 
his enemies. If this be not zeal without 
knowlege, I know not what is. St. Peter 
ſays,” this ſeripture: is that which: tbe Holy 
'Ghoft by tbe mouth 'of David \ſpake before 
concerning Judas. Mr. Kennicot fays it was 
Spoken by the 'mouth of the enemies of David, 
concerning David—And, no doubt, expects 
his word will be taken before St. Peter's. 
Pray Doctor obſerve the different treat- 
ment he gives to whatever makes for his 
ſcheme, and whatever. oppoſes it: he con- 
traſts them, as Ovid does the two arrows 
of Cupid, N 


Quoc 4 facit, auratum ft, S ahi Pp | fa 
-2.- 80s 
Qed ſfugat, ebruſum 95 & babet in arun- 
Ane Plumbuim, Joh 
8 When 
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When the LXX yerſion agrees with the 
printed Hebrew in any of thoſe places he 
is pleaſed to.pronounce corrupted, we muſt 
then believe the: LXX, in ſuck places, to 
have been conformed to the corrupted, He- 
brew ;. but. muſt not dare to ſuppoſe that 
the Hebrew Mes, which agree with the 
LXX, where that verſion differs from the 
printed Hebrew, were aſſimilated to the. 
LXX. This would be very abſurd, We 
muſt ſtate the real merit of i the Greek ver- 
ſion from its oppoſition to the printed He- 
brew, which ſhews its perfection and in- 
tegrity; whereas, on the contrary, its agree 
ment with the printed text is a ſure crite- 
rion of its corruption. When it declares in 
favour of any of his conjectural emenda- 
tions, then it is made the moſt of, and is 
pompouſly produced as a moſt unexcepti- 
onable witneſs: when it diſcountenances 
them, then it is made nothing of, and 
thruſt, out of ſight, as if he were aſhamed 
to be ſeen in its company. Be pleaſed to 
turn to p. 188——Prov. xv. 20.— Te Greet 

(and ſo 'the. Syriac) verſion ſeems ts le 
preſerved the ro reading, viz. of Son for 

Man. Page 189. Prov. xviii. 22, © Wheſo 


l fnget a wife, e 4 good K * 
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which he preſumes ſhould be, Fe that 


e findeth a GooD wife, &c. — i reading 
2 a frong confirmation From obſerving 
that the epithet for Goo is found en 
ly in the Gr, Syr, Ar. and vulg. verſions. 
Now be pleaſed to go back to pag. 178. 
Foſhua xxil. 34. Not a word here of the 
LX verſion, becauſe it has not the word 
he is for inſerting, and in that reſpect agrees 
with the printed Hebrew : tho it differs 
from it ſo much in the whole verſe that, 
according to his rule, either it or the He- 
brew muſt be more corrupted than he is 
pleaſed to take notice of. Turn forward 


to P-: 372. Ja. li. 9. and p. 37 5. 715. 
xxiv. 19. No mention now of the LXX. 


&c. The printed Hebrew muſt not enjoy 


the ſame privilege his conjectures above did, 

and derive a ſtrong confirmation from ob- 
ſerving that the Greek vetſion, &c. agree 
with it, No! theſe verſions have all been 
corrupted; corrupted in conformity to the 
corrupted Hebrew; tho" there is not fo 
much as a ſingle MS to lend him its friend- 
ly ald, and eſpouſe his conjectural altera- 
rations ; but if his former good genius has 


dat left him, a * or two may perhaps 
dart E heren 


4 


= — — — HH yo» 


— — 4 


7 
þ 
| 


' 
þ 
g 


— 


0) 
hereafter be Giſcovered' chick mah read 


or as he conjettures.” 1 


Dr. Cun. This is not flags Sis 
Eborles, but cortefting upon the evidenee 
of the CONTEXT. And have not other 
ancient authors been corrected upon con- 
ecture alſo? And have not che learned 
thought many fuch correction to be very 
frisfactory 88 

Sir Ch. Some have; and ati hive not, 
Doctor. Conjecturing began with prophane 
author, rand. I wiſh it had ended there. 

Fuit hac ſapientia quondam, 

* Publica privatis ſecernere, ſacra profants, 

And it might be as well if this was 
thought wiſdom ftill, A conjecture, tho', 
wrong, in a prophane author, is of little 
conſequence; not ſo in the Hebrew bible. 
Beſides, who can ſtop others from conjec- 
turing, unleſs Mr. Kennicot is to have a 
patent, and be made conjecturer- general 
for his life . What evidence the context 
gives to his propoſed corrections of the 
texts above, muſt be left to abler heads 
than mine: but I may venture to ſay that 
this ſpirit of partiality, in making any thing 
evidence for his conjectures, and allowing 


nothing, not even the concurrence of the 
tranſla- 
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tranſlations and of MSS, to be evidence for 
the printed text where he thinks. fit to al- 
ter it, would be looked upon as a very 
ſuſpicious conduct i in his opponents. But 
all is candid, fair, open, and right in Mr. 
Kennicot— Quicguid dicit laudatur, id rur- 
ſum fi negat, laudatur id quogue. * 

When propoſals of 2 public kind are of- 
fred, and objections made to them, it is 
not uſual to accept the propoſals till the 
abjections , are. anſwered. And if they are 
accepted without a previous examination of 
the objections, -we ſuſpect that ſome pri- 
vate jobb is carryin g on under the pretence 
of public utility. Yet you, Doctor, aſk 
me to ſubſcribe towards carrying a ſcheme 
into execution, the utility and neceſſity of 
which have been called in queſtion, and 
the proofs in ſupport of the ſcheme have 
been one by one examined and ſhewn in- 
ſufficient, without even 'the leaſt attempt 
made by the propoſer of the ſcheme, to 
invalidate a ſingle objection. Beſides, the 
book, I mentioned above, corroborates ſome. 
of Mr. Bates objections, and produces 
other, which in my judgment are ſufh- 
cient to ſhew the futility of Mr. Kennicot's 
proofs for the corruptions of the printed 

4% Hebrew 
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Hebrew text; and moreover has proved 
the ſpuriouſneſs of the ſhekels, the only 
vouchers for the antiquity of the Sama- 
ritan character; and conſequently the au- 
thority of the Samaritan pentateuch, the 
Etbiop which this gentleman is now la- 
bouring to waſh, muſt fall to the ground. 

Dr. Cun. I preſume they, I muſt not 
hope to be favoured with your ſubſcrip= 
tion. 

Sir Cb. I do not poſitively ſay I will 
not ſubſcribe ; I have no objection to col» 
lating MSS, tho' I have to bold and arbi- 
trary alterations of the text; but think, 
Doctor, it will be prudence to poſtpone it 
till Mr. Kennicot gives a better account of 
himſelf and his ſcheme, than he has yet 
done : and pardon me, if I add, it would 
have looked as well in my Superiors if they 
had done the ſame. 
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